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Advisory Action of November 17, 2008 

REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application, as presently amended and in light of the 
following discussion, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 33-55 are pending in the present application. Claims 33-38 and 40-43 have 
been amended; and Claims 44-55 have been added by the present amendment. No new 
matter has been added.* 

In the Office Action, the Abstract was objected to; the specification was objected to as 
containing informalities; Claims 33-36 and 40-43 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Cognet (U.S. Patent No. 6,801,505 Bl, hereinafter "the '505 patent") 
in view of Amaral et al. (U.S. Patent No. 7,031,306 B2, hereinafter "the '306 patenf ') and 
Deshpande (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0061371 Al, hereinafter "the '371 
publication"); Claims 37 and 39 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the '306 patent in view of the '505 patent and the '371 publication; and 
Claim 38 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the '505 patent in 
view of the '306 patent, the '371 publication, and Schuster et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,360,271 
Bl, hereinafter "the '271 patent"). 

Regarding the objections to the Abstract and the specification, Applicant submitted a 
new Abstract and an amendment to the specification in the Amendment filed October 1 6, 
2008, The Advisory Action dated November 17, 2008, indicated that those amendments 
would be entered. Accordingly, in light of the Amendment filed October 16, 2008, Applicant 
respectfully requests the withdrawal of the objections to the Abstract and the specification. 

Independent Claims 33 and 40 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the '505 patent in view of the '306 patent and the '371 publication. 



' The amendments to Claims 33, 35, 37, 40, and 42 find support at least in the specification at page 14, lines 
20-23. The amendments to Claim 40 find further support at least in Figure 4 and in its accompanying text in the 
specification. 
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Applicant respectfully submits that the amended fomis of Claims 33 and 40 patentably 

distinguish over the '505 patent, the '306 patent, and the '371 pubHcation. 

Amended Claim 33 recites a media source, in part, including '* a sending unit 
configured to send out time-stamped media data packets . . . , one of the time-stamped media 
data packets including a timestamp that is a time of creation of the one of the time-stamp ed 
media data packets . . . Applicant respectfully submits that no proper combination of the 
'505 patent, the '306 patent, and the '371 publication discloses or suggests these features. 

The '505 patent concerns the use of a computer to send time-stamped frames to a 
remote computer via a network.^ In the '505 patent, a time stamp To of a data packet is 
calculated by Ts+6, where Ts indicates the instant of generation of the data packet, and 5 
indicates a time interval required by the computer between generating the data packet and 
sending the last bit thereof"' 

That is, the '505 data packet merely includes a time stamp that is a sum of the instant 
of generation of the packet and the time required before sending the last bit of the packet. 
Applicant respectfully submits that the '505 patent does not disclose or suggest " a sending 
unit configured to send out time-stamped media data packets . . . , one of the time-stamped 
media data packets includins a timestamp that is a time of creation of the one of the 
time-stamped media data packets ," as recited in amended Claim 33. 

The Office Action does not rely on the '306 patent or the '371 publication for 
teaching "a sending unit," as previously recited in Claim 33. Applicant submits that the '306 
patent and the '371 publication fail to disclose or suggest " a sending unit configured to send 
out time-stamped media data packets . . . , one of the time-stamped media data packets 
including a timestamp that is a time of creation of the one of the time-stamped media data 
packets," as recited in amended Claim 33. 

^ Col. 2, 11. 60-63. 
^ Abstract. 
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Thus, it is respectfully submitted that the *505 patent, the '306 patent, and the '371 

publication fail to disclose or suggest "a sending unit," as recited in amended Claim 33. 

Applicant therefore submits that independent Claim 33 (and all associated dependent claims) 

patentably distinguishes over any proper combination of the '505 patent, the '306 patent, and 

the '371 publication. 

It is further submitted that independent Claim 40 is allowable for the same reasons as 
discussed above with regard to Claim 33 and for the features presented in Claim 40. It is 
accordingly submitted that independent Claim 40 (and all associated dependent claims) 
patentably distinguishes over any proper combination of the '505 patent, the '306 patent, and 
the '371 publication. 

Independent Claim 37 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the '306 patent in view of the '505 patent and the '371 publication. Applicant 
respectfully submits that the amended form of Claim 37 patentably distinguishes over the 
'505 patent, the '306 patent, and the '371 publication. 

Amended Claim 37 recites a media sink, in part, including " an addition unit 
configured to determine a common play-out time ... by adding a time, which is a timestamp 
included in the one of the time-stamped media data packets, and the play-out time 
offset . . . Applicant respectfully submits that no proper combination of the '505 patent, 
the '306 patent, and the '371 publication discloses or suggests these features. 

The Office Action concedes at page 6, lines 3-7, that the '306 patent fails to disclose 
"a common play-out time of one of the time-stamped media data packet, the common play- 
out time indicated by a timestamp of the time-stamped media data packets by adding a time 
indicated by a timestamp and play-out time offset." Applicant respectfully submits that the 
'306 patent fails to disclose or suggest " an addition unit configured to determine a common 
play-out time ... by adding a time, which is a timestamp included in the one of the 
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time>stamped media data packets, and the play-out time offset ," as recited in amended Claim 
37. 

The '505 patent concerns transferring a value of a counter into a register when the 
first bit of an incoming frame is detected."^ In the '505 patent, when the frame includes a time 
stamp, a receive controller reads the value in the register and calculates a corresponding 
universal time value.^ The '505 receive controller then adds this universal time value to the 
end of the frame. ^ 

That is, the '505 patent merely discloses modifying a received frame to include a 
universal time value. Applicant respectfully submits that the '505 patent fails to disclose or 
suggest " an addition unit configured to determine a common plav-out time . . . bv adding a 
time, which is a timestamp included in the one of the time-stamped media data packets, and 
the plav-out time offset ," as recited in amended Claim 37. 

The Office Action does not rely on the '371 publication for teaching "an addition 
unit," as previously recited in Claim 37. Applicant submits that the '371 publication fails to 
disclose or suggest " an addition unit configured to determine a common play-out time . . . bv 
adding a time, which is a timestamp included in the one of the time-stamped media data 
packets, and the play-out time offset ," as recited in amended Claim 37. 

Applicant therefore submits that the '306 patent, the '505 patent, and the '371 
publication fail to disclose or suggest "an addition unit," as recited in amended Claim 37. 
Applicant therefore submits that independent Claim 37 (and all associated dependent claims) 
patentably distinguishes over any proper combination of the '306 patent, the '505 patent, and 
the '371 publication. 



^ Col. 6, IL 54-56. 

^ Col. 6, 1. 56 - col. 7, 1. 3. 

^ Col. 7, 1. 4. 
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Dependent Claim 38 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the '505 patent in view of the '306 patent, the '371 publication, and the '271 patent. 
Applicant submits that the *271 patent does not remedy the above-noted deficiencies in the 
'505 patent, the '306 patent, and the '371 publication. Thus, it is submitted that the rejection 
of dependent Claim 38 is moot. 

New Claims 44-55 have been added to set forth the claimed invention in a varying 
scope. Applicant respectfully submits that new Claims 44 and 49 find support at least in 
Claim 37 and in the specification at page 18, lines 29-31. New Claims 45, 47, and 50 find 
support at least in the specification at page 10, line 32 - page 1 1 line 1; page 14, lines 1-6; and 
page 18, lines 29-31. New Claims 46 and 51 find support at least in the specification at page 
10, line 30 - page 11, line 1. New Claim 48 finds support at least in the specification at page 
10, lines 30-32. New Claims 52 and 55 find support at least in Claims 33 and 37 and in the 
specification at page 10, line 32 - page 11, line 1. New Claim 53 finds support at least in 
Claim 34 and in the specification at page 10, lines 30-32. New Claim 54 finds support at 
least in Claim 35. No new matter has been added. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted 
that dependent Claims 44-5 1 are allowable by virtue of their dependencies and for the more 
detailed features presented by these new claims. 

Applicant further submits that independent Claims 52 and 55 are allowable for the 
same reasons as discussed above with regard to Claims 33 and 37 and for the more detailed 
features presented by these new claims. It is accordingly submitted that independent Claims 
52 and 55 (and all associated dependent claims) patentably distinguish over any proper 
combination of the '505 patent, the '306 patent, and the '371 publication. 
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Consequently, in light of the above discussion and in view of the present amendment, 
the present application is believed to be in condition for allowance. An early and favorable 
action to that effect is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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